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ABSTRACT 
Since the publication of a collection of articles by Brokensha, Warren and Werner (1980) 
on the knowledge of traditional and indigenous communities, there is a marked interest in 
studying and using this kind of knowledge to promote and sustain development activities. 
Despite the recognition of the importance of the knowledge of traditional and indigenous 
communities there is limited agreement on its definition and conceptualization. In other 
words, there are competing ways of defining it and various ways of labeling it. In view of 
the varying appropriation of meanings to the concept of the knowledge of traditional and 
indigenous communities, this article starts by dealing with definitions attached to this kind 
of knowledge before turning to establishing what might be the suitable label for that knowl-
edge using informetrics techniques. The conclusion is that indigenous knowledge is the 
label that is gaining more currency than any other in the social sciences, arts and humani-
ties. 
Keywords: Indigenous communities, indigenous knowledge, informetrics, local 
knowledge, traditional knowledge.  
BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT 
Although anthropologists were the earliest scholars to investigate the knowledge 
of traditional and indigenous communities, it was not until the publication by 
Brokensha, Warren and Werner (1980) that the literature and the discourses on 
the subject started to grow markedly. Brokensha, Warren and Werner (1980) 
popularized the concept of indigenous knowledge (IK) and indigenous knowledge 
systems (IKS) with reference to the knowledge of traditional and indigenous 
communities (KTIC). The publication came at a time when there was increased 
interest in researching and using indigenous knowledge.  
There are a variety of reasons pointed by (Breidlid, 2009; Kothari, 2002) for the 
growth of interest in the knowledge of traditional and indigenous communities, 
particularly in sub Saharan Africa. Some of which include: 
• the high rates of poverty and widening economic divide undermined the belief 
that modernisation approaches based on scientific knowledge held the future 
for developmental programmes in the developing world where most indigenous 
people live; 
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• an implicit recognition of indigenous knowledge as a possible alternative to 
promoting development in underdeveloped rural communities;  
• the loss of the universal dominance that Western scientific knowledge enjoyed 
as it became recognised as an equal among other knowledge systems;  
• the African Renaissance with its emphasis on the examination of African 
indigenous systems anew;  
• the Westerners’ implicit recognition that this form of innovation had the poten-
tial of being productive;  
• the realisation of the fact that IK is an economic and cultural asset of indige-
nous and local communities and their countries;  
• the interest by many organisations to understand how to integrate indigenous 
knowledge with other knowledge bases;  
• the change in attitudes of many social and natural scientists towards indige-
nous people and their knowledge; and 
• the recognition of the danger of the disappearance of IK as a result of the 
death of its custodians, and the erosion of indigenous languages and cultures 
by various factors. 
Despite the recognition of the importance of the knowledge of traditional and 
indigenous communities there is limited agreement on its definition and concep-
tualization. In other words, there are competing ways of defining it and various 
ways of labeling it. In view of the varying appropriation of meanings to the con-
cept of the knowledge of traditional and indigenous communities, we will start by 
clarifying its meaning before turning to establishing what might be the appropriate 
label for that knowledge using informetrics techniques.  
Table 1 is illustrative of the fact there are many definitions provided by innumer-
able voices related to diverse disciplines and professional interests. However, 
many of these voices are agreed that most of the knowledge of traditional and 
indigenous communities was developed through the interaction of human beings 
as a result of factors such as migrations, conquest, warfare and intermarriage on 
one hand and the natural environment on the other. The interaction led to the 
evolution of practices, values, ideas, philosophies and principles that contributed 
to their survival, control of their life and sustainable development. Table 1 gives 
some of the selected definitions from the extant literature to illustrate the extent of 
agreement or the lack of it. Various names of this knowledge also emerge out of 
these purposively selected definitions. 
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Table 1: Selected definitions of KTIC. 
Definition Source 
Broadly speaking, indigenous knowledge systems refer to the complex set of 
knowledge and technologies existing and developed around specific conditions 
of populations and communities indigenous to a particular area. These indige-
nous knowledge systems provide 'an everyday realisation that rewards indi-
viduals who live in a given locality'. 
Bray and Els (2007) 
Indigenous or local knowledge refers to a complete body of knowledge, know-
how and practices maintained and developed by peoples, generally in rural 
areas, who have extended histories of interaction with the natural environment. 
These sets of understandings, interpretations and meanings are part of a 
cultural complex that encompasses language, naming and classification 
systems, practices for using resources, ritual, spirituality and worldview. 
Boven and Morohashi 
(2002: 6) 
Indigenous knowledge is the information base for a society, which facilitates 
communication and decision-making. Indigenous information systems are 
dynamic, and are continually influenced by internal creativity and experimenta-
tion as well as by contact with external systems. 
Flavier et al., (1995: 
479) 
IK refers to the unique, traditional, local knowledge existing within and devel-
oped around the specific conditions of women and men indigenous to a 
particular geographic area. 
Grenier (1989: 1) 
Indigenous knowledge is the knowledge that people in a given community have 
developed over time, and continue to develop. It is based on experience, often 
tested over centuries of use, adapted to local culture and environment, dy-
namic and changing. 
International Institute of 
Rural Reconstruction 
(1996: 1) 
…that knowledge that is held and used by a people who identify themselves as 
indigenous of a place based on a combination of cultural distinctiveness and 
prior territorial occupancy relative to a more recently arrived population with its 
own distinct and subsequently dominant culture. 
(ILO 1989: Article 1) 
Indigenous knowledge is commonly used to refer to theories, beliefs, practices, 
and technologies that all peoples in all times and places have elaborated 
without direct inputs from the modern, formal and scientific Western knowl-
edge. 
McCorkle (1989: 4) 
The notion of IKS has been defined as the sum total of the knowledge and skills 
which people in a particular geographic area possess, and which enables them 
to get the most out of their environment... Traditional knowledge is... the 
totality of all knowledges and practices, whether explicit or implicit, used in the 
management of socio-economic, spiritual and ecological facets of life. In that 
sense, many aspects of it can be contrasted with ”cosmopolitan knowledge” 
that is culturally anchored in Western cosmology, scientific discoveries, 
economic preferences and philosophies. 
Odora Hoppers (2005: 2) 
Indigenous knowledge, also referred to as traditional or local knowledge, refers 
to the large body of knowledge and skills that has been developed outside the 
formal educational system. IK is embedded in culture and is unique to a given 
location or society. IK is an important part of the lives of the poor. It is the 
basis for decision-making of communities in food security, human and animal 
health, education and natural resource management. 
Warren (1991: 1) 
Indigenous knowledge (IK) is local knowledge – knowledge that is unique to a 
given culture or society. This is in contrast to the international knowledge 
system generated through the global network of universities and research 
institutes… By documenting these [IK] systems, we can compare and contrast 
them with the international knowledge systems. 
Warren and McKiernan 
(1995: 426) 
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The definitions in Table 1 demonstrate that the knowledge of traditional and 
indigenous communities have common features. Most of these features are well 
documented in the literature (Dutfield, 1999; Ngulube, 2002; Ossai, 2010; 
Senanayake, 2006). Thus, KTIC: 
• is rooted in a particular community and situated within a broader social context 
whereby all life-forms are a result of the interaction between social and spiri-
tual relations;  
• is generated within communities based on a set of experiences generated by 
people living in those communities. Transferring such knowledge to other 
places may be problematic because there is a potential risk of dislocating it; 
• is tacit knowledge which is transmitted orally, or through initiation and demon-
stration. Codifying it may lead to the loss of some of its properties;  
• is experiential rather than theoretical knowledge. The experiences are rigor-
ously checked, validated, and revised periodically in order to ensure the sur-
vival of the local community and sustainable growth;  
• is learned through observation and hands-on experience, which is reinforced 
by repetition and the generation of new knowledge. Repetition facilitates the 
retention and reinforcement of the knowledge; 
• is inherently environment-friendly because its sustenance is interlinked to 
understanding the environment, which is a major source of survival; 
• is dynamic and continuously adapting to the changing environment to the 
extent that it has a unique social meaning that constituted the major decision- 
making strategies. 
From the above summary we argue that rather than investing all the intellectual 
energies in finding an all-encompassing definition of the knowledge of traditional 
and indigenous communities we should focus on a framework that captures the 
main features of that knowledge. The list of the common characteristics of the 
knowledge of traditional and indigenous communities listed above may provide a 
helpful starting point. The question is what label do we give to that knowledge? 
Are we also going to resign ourselves to finding a framework to the variety of 
labels without coming up with a common one? We do not intend to do so. 
LABELING OR NAMING OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF TRADITIONAL AND 
INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES 
The labels for KTIC are as many as the competing definitions of the concept 
(Kothari, 2002: 226; Nwokeabia, 2004: 242; McCorkle, 1989: 4). The existence of 
the competing labels may be attributed to the fact that the knowledge tends to be 
cross-disciplinary, multi-disciplinary, inter-disciplinary and trans-disciplinary in 
nature. In fact it was a holistic way of life that may not be compartmentalized into 
one or two disciplines.  
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Various scholars tend to choose a term that is preferable to their discipline. The 
major challenge that complicates the debate on the labels for the knowledge of 
traditional and indigenous communities is the use of constructs based on knowl-
edge claims exported from elsewhere to try and make sense of the concept. 
Indeed, “[i]t is only when we try to translate these local practices into western 
terms that we are confronted with the need to choose a certain definition”, (Boven 
and Morohashi, 2002: 12) or label.  
The contestation of labels is rife largely due to the fact the constructs are not 
mutually agreed upon and their application is not grounded in the local social 
context and material relations. Moreover the whole debate emanates from the 
epistemic perspectives of the scholars. At times the debate is “misconceived at 
international discussions and in modern literature” (Nwokeabia, 2004: 242). 
Why all this fuss about the appropriate label or name, one may ask? Put differ-
ently, we may join Kothari (2002: 226) in asking: So “what’s in a name”? Does it 
really matter or make a difference if we use any label that we prefer? According, 
to Cashman (1991) it does and we agree. As it will be argued in this article, we 
need a common label irrespective of our cognitive fields or epistemic foundations. 
Hountondji (1997) writes of endogenous rather than indigenous knowledge when 
referring to KTIC, and believes that “indigenous”, has only pejorative connota-
tions. On the other hand, Kothari (2002: 226) argues that terms “indigenous” and 
“local” have gained more currency than any other term in the literature dealing 
with knowledge of traditional and indigenous communities. This is supported by 
McCorkle (1989: 4) who posited that “local knowledge” is the “best term to cap-
ture all such phenomena and to avoid the confusions and pejorative connota-
tions”. 
CLASSIFICATION OF THE KNOWLEDGE OF TRADITIONAL AND 
INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES BY LIBRARIANS 
Some of the tools that are used to organise and retrieve codified knowledge do 
not have a uniform approach to identifying the label. For instance we noted that 
major subject headings and thesauri, do not have the expression “indigenous 
knowledge” as an indexing term. A sample of these thesauri and subject head-
ings include the Library of Congress (LOC) Subject Headings; EBSCO thesaurus; 
and Sears Subject headings. Of all the Internet-based thesauri that were 
searched only the International Labour Organization (ILO) thesaurus contains the 
term “indigenous knowledge”.  
A search for indigenous knowledge resources through the web-based catalogue 
of the LOC indicates that IK is largely classified in class GN 476 under the sub-
ject heading Ethnoscience where ethnoscience is defined as the “study of a 
culture's system of classifying knowledge” (as its taxonomy of plants and ani-
mals) (Merriam-Webster Disctionary, 2011). The LOC’s classification of GN 451 
through GN 477.7 wherein information resources covering general issues on IK 
are indexed, deal with intellectual life (including communication, recreation, 
philosophy, religion, knowledge, etc). The broad class of G deals with Geography 
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and Anthropolgy while GN specializes in Anthropology. Perhaps the assumption 
is that knowledge of traditional and indigenous people fall under these broad 
subjects. We have argued that this knowledge is cross-disciplinary, multi-
disciplinary, inter-disciplinary and trans-disciplinary in nature. Consequently, it 
may not be classified or organized in such a narrow manner. 
INFORMETRICS TECHNIQUES AND AIM OF THE STUDY 
The aim of the current study was to marshal evidence that points towards a 
dominant label that may be used consistently by all disciplines to denote the 
knowledge of traditional and indigenous communities. This article employs 
informetrics techniques, and more specifically the subject content analysis to 
examine the growth of the concepts over time and the title words that describe 
the concept between 1991 and 2010, a decade after the concept of indigenous 
knowledge was popularized by Brokensha, Warren and Werner (1980). This 
period was also selected because the World Bank (2004), an important develop-
ment partner, acknowledged in the late 1990s that indigenous knowledge consti-
tuted local pathways to global development. There is no pretence of empirical 
objectivity in the sample, though an attempt was made to consult all the sources 
that were available at the University of South Africa Library at the time of the 
study. We decided to investigate the period from 1991 onwards because we 
believed that by that time the interest in the knowledge of traditional and indige-
nous communities would have reached maturity. The review of scholarship 
shows that there was limited literature in the first decade (Emery, 2000). Signs of 
maturity became evident in the 1990s as evidenced by the growth of the literature 
on the subject. 
Even though informetric studies are not without their critics (Johnson, 2011) 
informetric techniques are indispensable to research the quantitative aspects of 
scholarly communication. Informetrics studies are very limited in eastern and 
southern Africa with the exception of South Africa. A study conducted by Pouris 
(2011) showed that South Africa ranked 21st in the world according to the number 
of publications in the core journals of the field of informetrics and scientometrics. 
RESEARCH STATEMENT 
Despite the growing interest in the research and use knowledge of traditional and 
indigenous communities since 1980, there is no single understanding of what it 
means or may mean. Thus the conceptualization of the knowledge of traditional 
and indigenous communities remains contestable. Many terms for the knowledge 
of traditional and indigenous communities are suggested in the literature as 
shown in Table 2. On face value indigenous knowledge seems to be more popu-
lar than any other term captured in Table 2. There is need to quantify the term(s) 
that has gained currency in the corpus of codified knowledge so that it may be 
institutionalized as a generic concept to refer to the knowledge of traditional and 
indigenous communities, irrespective of one’s discipline or professional interests. 
WHAT’S IN A NAME? USING INFORMETRIC TECHNIQUES TO CONCEPTUALIZE KNOWLEDGE OF TRADITIONAL – INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES 135
 
 
We believe that this is a democratic and scientific way of institutionalizing a label 
that may be commonly used in all disciplines. 
Using Google Scholar to quantitatively measure the trends in the use of the 
various labels employed to refer to the knowledge of traditional and indigenous 
communities, the research was guided by the following five questions. 
1. To what extent does the term indigenous knowledge harvest more informa-
tion on the concept from Google Scholar than any other? 
2. To what extent has indigenous knowledge gained relatively more currency 
than any other labels? 
3. To what extent has indigenous knowledge gained relatively more currency 
than local knowledge? 
4. To what extent has indigenous knowledge have gained relatively more 
currency than indigenous knowledge systems? 
5. To what extent can the use of the various labels for indigenous knowledge be 
attributed to the respective cognitive field? 
METHODS AND MATERIALS 
First we identified the competing labels used in the literature that was available to 
us. (Table 2). 
Table 2: Competing labels for knowledge of traditional and indigenous 
communities. 
No. Label(s) Author(s)/Resource 
1 African indigenous knowledge 
systems (AIKS) 
(Nwokeabia, 2004; Ossai, 2010: Simelane, 2009) 
2 Defeated knowledge(s) (DK) (Odora Hoppers, 2005) 
3 Endogenous knowledge (EK) (Crossman and Devisch, 2002; Rist at al., n. d; Hountondji, 1997) 
4 Ethnobiological knowledge 
(EBK) 
(Brush, 1993) 
5 Indigenous knowledge (IK) (Boven and Morohashi, 2002; Breidlid, 2009; Brokensha, Warren 
and Werner, 1980; Brush, 1993; Dutfield, 1999; Emery, 2000; 
Flavier et al., 1995; Grenier, 1989; Horsthemke, 2008; International 
Institute of Rural Reconstruction, 1996; McCorkle, 1989; Nwoke-
abia, 2004; Ossai, 2010; Semali and Kincheloe, 1999; World Bank, 
2004) 
6 Indigenous knowledge 
system(s) (IKS) 
(Bray and Els, 2007; Breidlid, 2009; Department of Science and 
Technology, 2004; Indilinga: African Journal of Indigenous Knowl-
edge Systems, 2002-2010; Kothari, 2002; McCorkle, 1989; Warren 
and McKiernan, 1995; Ossai, 2010) 
7 Indigenous technical knowl-
edge (ITK) 
(Brokensha, Warren and Werner, 1980; Kothari, 2002; Roht-
Arriaza, 1996) 
continued 
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No. Label(s) Author(s)/Resource 
8 Local knowledge (LK) (Kloppenburg, 1991; Kothari, 2002; McCorkle, 1989; Peloquin and 
Berkes, 2009; Senanayake, 2006) 
9 Marginalized people’s knowl-
edge(s) (MPK) 
(Kothari, 2002) 
10 Native knowledge (NK) (Kimmerer, 2000) 
11 Rural people’s knowledge 
(RPK) 
(Kothari, 2002) 
12 Subjugated knowledge (SK) (Semali and Kincheloe, 1999) 
13 Subaltern knowledge (SBK) (Kothari, 2002) 
14 Traditional ecological knowl-
edge (TEK) 
(Dutfield, 1999; Peloquin and Berkes, 2009; Simelane, 2009) 
15 Traditional knowledge (TK) (Brush, 1993; Dutfield, 1999; Kothari, 2002; Laird, 1994; Nwoke-
abia, 2004; Roht-Arriaza, 1996) 
16 Traditional science (TS) (Senanayake, 2006) 
17 Traditional wisdom (TW) (Senanayake, 2006) 
In total, we identified 17 labels used to refer to the knowledge of traditional and 
indigenous communities. We then used these labels as search queries to extract 
data from Google Scholar. In their study on whether or not Google Scholar is an 
alternative source of data in assessing researchers’ performance in developing 
countries, Onyancha and Ocholla (2009) cite several authors who have previ-
ously used Google Scholar to conduct empirical informetric studies.  
These studies, among others, have compared Google Scholar with the other 
bibliographic and/or citation indexes such as Web of Science and Scopus in 
terms of comprehensives in the coverage of research articles published by 
various researchers; citedness of different researchers’ works; development of 
measures or indicators that compare citation indexes; and affordability of and/or 
accessibility of the databases. In their concluding remarks, Onyancha and 
Ocholla (2009: 62) opine that: 
Given that GS (Google Scholar) is freely available, citation analyses of publi-
cations produced by researchers in developing countries that cannot afford 
the ISI’s or Elsevier’s subscription fees can be conducted using GS as an al-
ternative, as long as the analyses are conducted skillfully and professionally. 
Having identified the search terms, we then extracted data from Google Scholar 
using the freely available Publish or Perish (http://www.harzing.com/pop.htm) 
software, developed by Anne-Wil Harzing. The software retrieves and analyzes 
academic citations obtained from Google Scholar. The software is freely available 
online. Among the metrics that the software calculates and generates are: the 
number of papers, number of citations, the average number of citations per 
paper, average number of citations per author, h-index, and g-index. A general 
citation search platform was used to search for data from Google Scholar. The 
search was limited to titles only but covering all subject categories listed in the 
Google Scholar. 
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Each label was used to search for data specific to that label and the results were 
copied and saved in Excel® worksheets for further analysis. A Boolean search 
technique was employed to search for items containing variations of a given 
search query, e.g. “indigenous knowledge systems” or “indigenous knowledge 
system”. The extracted data was then cleaned using Notepad® by removing 
duplicates. In the analysis of data to obtain the most common title words, data 
was further cleaned to remove non-English language titles. The remaining titles 
were subjected to further analysis using several computer-based analytical 
technologies such as UCINET for Windows, available at: (http://www.analy-
tictech.com/ucinet/), TI Connect®, available at: (education.ti.com/education-
portal/sites/US/.../us_t_connect.html) and TextStat, available at: (http://neon. 
niederlandistik.fu-berlin.de/static/textstat/TextSTAT-Doku-EN.html) softwares in 
order to find out the most common title words used to describe knowledge spe-
cific to traditional and indigenous communities as well as the relationships among 
those words. The latter was achieved by subjecting the top 250 most common 
title words to TI analysis which in turn generated two matrices; one matrix 
(COOCC.DBF) contained the number of titles in which a pair of words co-
occurred while the other (COSINE.DBF) contained the normalized count of the 
pairing of words which reflected the strengths of association among the terms. 
The triangulation of data was conducted using the Freeman-Granovetter group-
ing technique to identify the strong and weak groups of the most common title 
words as shown in Figure 3. The technique classifies words according to three 
distinct groups, namely strong, weak and absenties (Hanneman and Riddle, 
2005). 
RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS 
This section presents the findings of the study in terms of the trends of publica-
tion, publications output per selected labels, the subject categories within which 
the knowledge is classified, the influential labels, the most common single title 
words, co-occurrence of title words, strengths of association among the most 
common title words, all in an effort to find out the most preferred label for the 
knowledge specific to the local or traditional communities. 
Trends of publication per label 
Figure 1 is a graphical illustration of the trends of publication of the knowledge 
specific to local or traditional communities.  
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Figure 1:  Trend of publication of IK and related literature. 
Figure 1 reveals that local knowledge and traditional knowledge are gaining 
popularity as opposed to IK, especially post 2004. An examination of the trend of 
publications shows that whereas there was a general decline in the number of 
titles discussing the three most published terms (i.e. IK, LK and TK), the titles that 
contained the term IK decreased by a larger margin/percentage than the other 
two. For instance, there was a continued decline in the number of IK titles 
between 2004 and 2009 as follows: 41.6% (from 238 records in 2004 to 139 in 
2005); 51.8% (from 139 in 2005 to 67 in 2006); 23.9% (from 67 in 2006 to 51 in 
2007); and 45.1% (from 51 in 2007 to 28 in 2008). On their part, LK titles 
increased from 143 in 2004 to 166 in 2005, thus recording a percentage increase 
of 16.1% and thereafter descreased by 19.9% to 133 titles in 2006. Nevertheless, 
the general trend of publication demonstrates a continued increase in the number 
of publications discussing the various labels selected for this study. This pattern 
is clearly visible in Table 3 which provides the number of publications per label 
between 1991 and 2010 (refer to Table 2 for the full meaning of the abbreviated 
labels). 
Publications output per label 
We believe that one way of examining the most preferred label of a concept is to 
examine the number of publications published on the concept as compared to 
those of competing labels. In that respect, the label or concept indigenous knowl-
edge yielded the highest number of publications (i.e. 2404) followed by local 
knowledge (1981), traditional knowledge (1916), indigenous knowledge sys-
tem(s) (421) and traditional ecological knowledge which yielded a total of 419 
publications. The rest of the labels produced less than 100 publications. These 
include traditional wisdom (95), traditional science (88), rural people’s knowledge 
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(44) and native knowledge (41). A total of 5 labels yielded between 1 and 30 
records each while there was no record that neither discussed issues on de-
feated knowledge nor marginalized people’s knowledge.  
Table 3: Indigenous knowledge and related terms as reflected in Google Scholar 
titles. 
Year AIKS DK EK EBK IK IKS ITK LK MPK NK RPK SK SBK TEK TK TS TW 
1991 0 0 0 0 41 11 1 19 0 2 0 0 0 4 8 1 3 
1992 0 0 0 0 42 5 8 22 0 0 9 1 0 2 14 5 0 
1993 0 0 1 1 78 13 3 31 0 0 15 0 0 28 36 2 4 
1994 1 0 0 0 97 15 4 35 0 0 14 0 0 11 30 4 3 
1995 0 0 1 0 130 31 3 41 0 0 0 4 0 10 21 6 4 
1996 0 0 0 0 104 19 4 66 0 2 1 0 0 7 31 4 2 
1997 0 0 1 0 92 17 6 111 0 1 0 0 0 10 51 4 6 
1998 0 0 2 1 121 8 2 80 0 2 0 0 0 24 44 2 6 
1999 0 0 2 1 147 18 4 108 0 1 0 1 0 22 70 9 10 
2000 0 0 1 3 223 18 6 112 0 3 1 1 0 27 88 4 7 
2001 0 0 2 0 119 13 9 90 0 1 1 1 0 23 95 3 0 
2002 0 0 0 0 193 32 7 99 0 1 0 0 1 20 108 2 3 
2003 0 0 1 0 141 12 5 135 0 3 0 0 0 28 162 2 5 
2004 4 0 1 0 238 43 8 143 0 1 0 1 1 34 187 1 12 
2005 3 0 0 0 139 40 3 166 0 5 1 0 0 21 148 4 5 
2006 3 0 1 0 67 28 6 133 0 1 0 0 0 23 180 2 5 
2007 5 0 2 0 51 32 1 184 0 6 1 1 0 42 160 10 4 
2008 2 0 0 1 28 17 4 153 0 4 0 1 0 16 140 10 6 
2009 1 0 2 0 209 32 6 143 0 4 0 1 0 38 185 9 5 
2010 2 0 2 0 144 17 3 110 0 4 1 2 0 29 158 4 5 
TOTAL 21 0 19 7 2404 421 93 1981 0 41 44 14 2 419 1916 88 95 
Distribution of publications by the broad subject categories 
The broad subject categories within which local or traditional communities’ 
knowledge is discussed within the literature are represented in Table 4. The 
Harzing’s software known as ‘Publish or Perish’, which was to download data 
from the Google Scholar allows one to filter data according to 7 broad subject 
categories shown in Table 4. The Table reveals that the subject category Social 
Sciences, Arts, and Humanities yielded the most number of publications (i.e. 
5731), accounting for 72.52% of the total number of publications shown on the 
last row and last column in Table 4. It should be noted however that the total 
number of publications includes duplicates as some titles may have contained the 
names of more than one label. In the second position of the subject categories 
with the highest number of records was Business, Administration, Finance, and 
Economics which yielded 1311 (16.59%) followed by Biology, Life sciences and 
Environmental Science (561 or 7.10%). There were a total of 237 records in-
dexed under the subject category of Engineering, Computer Science and 
Mathematics while Medicine, Pharmacology, and Veterinary Science yielded only 
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Originally, the h-index was applied in the assessment of the citation impact of 
authors but has since found its application in the evaluation of journals (Bar-Ilan, 
2008: 262). Its application in assessing the most influential label in this study 
indicated that ranking the first was local knowledge which posted a total of 52 
papers that received a total of 52 and more citations each. In the second position 
was indigenous knowledge (50), followed by traditional knowledge (43), tradi-
tional ecological knowledge (32) and indigenous knowledge system(s) (18). 
Although the total number of citations and h-index correlate well (r=0.987), de-
bate on which measure should be used to assess the influence of units of analy-
sis (especially, authors) is on-going. 
Table 6: Most common title words (N=6593). 
No Title word Records % No Title word Records % 
1 Knowledge 6310 95.71 31 Plants 170 2.58 
2 Indigenous 2811 42.64 32 Practices 164 2.49 
3 Traditional 2164 32.82 33 System 152 2.31 
4 Local 1766 26.79 34 Agricultural 151 2.29 
5 Management 642 9.74 35 India 146 2.21 
6 Systems 560 8.49 36 Using 141 2.14 
7 Development 544 8.25 37 Scientific 140 2.12 
8 Ecological 530 8.04 38 African 139 2.11 
9 Science 382 5.79 39 International 137 2.08 
10 Case 373 5.66 40 Medicinal 126 1.91 
11 Study 329 4.99 41 Cultural 124 1.88 
12 Conservation 311 4.72 42 Integrating 122 1.85 
13 Sustainable 302 4.58 43 Wisdom 120 1.82 
14 Property 293 4.44 44 Genetic 119 1.80 
15 Intellectual 280 4.25 45 Land 117 1.77 
16 Protection 256 3.88 46 Learning 116 1.76 
17 Biodiversity 253 3.84 47 Communities 113 1.71 
18 Use 253 3.84 48 Farmers 111 1.68 
19 Resources 252 3.82 49 Protecting 111 1.68 
20 Research 249 3.78 50 South 109 1.65 
21 Environmental 238 3.61 51 Practice 108 1.64 
22 Education 231 3.50 52 Plant 107 1.62 
23 Resource 205 3.11 53 Western 107 1.62 
24 Forest 195 2.96 54 Technical 105 1.59 
25 Africa 193 2.93 55 Policy 104 1.58 
26 Global 187 2.84 56 Change 100 1.52 
27 Rural 186 2.82 57 Northern 98 1.49 
28 Community 180 2.73 58 Agriculture 97 1.47 
29 Natural 173 2.62 59 Health 96 1.46 
30 Rights 173 2.62 60 Soil 94 1.43 
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Most common title words 
The most frequent words within titles of publications may assist to determine the 
subject content of research as well as define the concept that is covered in the 
study. Upon the cleaning of data by removing duplicates and non-English lan-
guage titles, we obtained a total of 6593 titles. As shown in Table 6, out of the 
6593 titles, 6310 (95.71%) contained the word knowledge while indigenous 
appeared in a total of 2811 (42.64%) titles. Other words that recorded relatively 
high frequencies of occurrence are: traditional (2164, 32.82%), local (1766, 
26.79%), management (642, 9.74%), systems (560, 8.49%) and development 
(544, 8.25%). Illustratively, the most common labels in Table 3 produced the top 
4 most frequent single terms within the titles. The terms that did not appear in any 
of the labels but featured prominently include management, development, case, 
study, conservation, sustainable, property, intellectual, protection and biodiver-
sity. 
Co-occurrence of the title words 
The word co-occurrence matrix in Table 7 was meant to find out the frequency 
with which specific words co-appeared in the titles of the knowledge under inves-
tigation in this study. Table 7 provides co-occurrence matrix of the top 25 words 
whereby it was revealed that the words indigenous and knowledge co-occurred in 
2994 titles followed by traditional and knowledge (2098), and local and knowl-
edge (1871) while systems and knowledge and knowledge and management co-
appeared 684 and 671 times, respectively. It was noted that the word or term 
knowledge co-appeared more frequently with each of the words/terms in not only 
Table 7 but also on overall. This perhaps can be attributed to the fact that the 
term was used as a combined search term in the search queries that were used 
to extract data from Google Scholar. The other terms that co-occurred more 
frequently with other terms are indigenous, traditional and local. For instance, the 
term indigenous co-occurred with the rest of the words between 56 and 436 times 
while traditional was appeared with the other terms in 25 to 419 titles. On its part, 
local co-appeared 13 to 200 times with the other terms, besides knowledge. 
Among the pairs of the top 25 words that did not have any links with any other 
term are: science and property, science and intellectual, science and education, 
science and forest, intellectual and forest, education and property, education and 
protection, education and forest, and forest and Africa. 
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Table 7: Co-occurrence matrix of the most common single title terms. 
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Table 8: Strengths of association among the most common title words. 
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STRENGTHS OF ASSOCIATION AMONG THE MOST COMMON TITLE 
WORDS 
In terms of the strengths of association (S) values which were generated by 
subjecting the list of the most common title words to a core-periphery model 
analysis (Table 8), the strongest link was recorded between property and intellec-
tual, implying that the two terms appeared side by side in majority of the titles. 
The two terms produced a S value of 0.95, which was a near perfect relationship. 
Simply put, the term property would almost always appear together with intellec-
tual in the titles of labels investigated in this study. A perfect relationship, in this 
case, would have produced a value of 1, which would have meant that the two 
words appeared together in similar titles. The computation of the strengths of 
association among title words was meant to determine how closely related the 
terms were to each other as well as identify the pair of words that can be used to 
describe the literature published in the subject domain. The second most strong 
relationship happened between indigenous and knowledge (S=0.65) followed by 
security and food (S=0.60), case and study (S=0.54), wild and edible (S=0.54), 
knowledge and traditional (S=0.53), local and knowledge (S=0.50), rights and 
property (S=0.48), medicinal and plants (S=0.48), intellectual and rights (S=0.46), 
natural and resources (S=0.45), genetic and resources (S=0.43), and education 
and higher (S=0.41). The other terms’ relationships with each other recorded 
values lower than 0.4. Those relationships that produced average strengths of 
association include: workshop and proceeding (S=0.39), ecological and tradi-
tional (S=0.36), resources and management (S=0.36), and sustainable and 
development (S=0.35), among others. These findings indicate that only seven 
pairs of words recorded a strength of association value that was above average 
(i.e. 0.50). This pattern is in line with the findings in Figure 3 which grouped the 
terms into three categories, namely: those terms which recorded strong, weak 
and absent ties. 
GROUPING TITLE WORDS OF KNOWLEDGE SPECIFIC TO TRADITIONAL 
COMMUNITIES 
As a way of triangulation, a freeman-Grouping analysis was conducted to identify 
the groups of terms that can best describe the knowledge investigated in this 
study. Nine groups emerged from this analysis. The first group consisted of a 
total of 4 words, that is: knowledge, indigenous, traditional and local; while the 
second group comprised property, intellectual and rights. The other groups 
consisted of two words each and they included Group 14 (Resources and Natu-
ral), Group 22 (Plants and Medicinal), Group 41 (Change and Climate), Group 54 
(Food and Security), Group 99 (Wild and Edible), and Group 148 (Indian and 
American). 
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Figure 2: Freeman-Granovetter Groups (f-groups) of title words of knowledge 
specific to traditional communities. 
The results in Figure 2 were indeed a deviation from the co-occurrence matrix 
and strengths of association among the terms provided respectively in Tables 6 
and 7 especially in regard to Groups 14, 22, 41, 54, 99 and 148. Whereas the 
words in the aforementioned groups of terms did not appear among the top 25 
148 INDILINGA – AFRICAN JOURNAL OF INDIGENOUS KNOWLEDGE SYSTEMS Vol 10 (2) 2011 
 
 
words reflected in Tables 6 and 7, they nevertheless featured prominently in the 
f-groups analysis. 
In terms of the levels of grouping, the f-group analysis produced three distinct 
levels, namely the strong, weak and absent ties. The strong ties, depicted by a 2 
in Figure 3 occurred between Knowledge and Indigenous, Knowledge and Tradi-
tional, Knowledge and Local, Case and Study, Intellectual and Property, Rights 
and Property, Intellectual and Rights, Natural and Resources, and Climate and 
Change. There were a total of 19804 weak ties, accounting for 42.64% of the 
total number of ties emanating from 216 most common title words that were 
analysed using the Freeman-Granovetter Group analysis technique. The strong 
ties totaled 26 (0.06%) while the number of absent ties was 26610 (57.30%). This 
implies that a total of 26610 permutations did not yield any pairing of terms; that 
is, there was no link between the words in 26610 permutations. The strong ties 
indicate that there were a total of 26 links that were strong while the weak links 
totaled 19804. In social network analysis, the links (i.e. lines) would represent a 
relationship between the words/terms (i.e. nodes) (Phillips and Phillips, 1998: 
330). 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This article set out to find out the most preferred label for knowledge specific to 
the local and/or traditional communities. Literature surveyed in this study reveal 
that the said knowledge is known by as many labels as 17, which could be more 
given that we report on only the ones that we found in the literature that was 
readily available to us. The labels by which the knowledge under investigation is 
known include indigenous knowledge, local knowledge and traditional knowledge, 
which also posted the highest number of records as shown in Table 3. It was 
observed that in terms of the total number of publications, indigenous knowledge 
was the most preferred label. However, an examination of the trend of publication 
revealed that traditional knowledge and local knowledge are increasingly becom-
ing popular labels, especially post 2004. The three terms, however, are being 
used interchangeably in the literature. 
In the analysis of the broad subject fields, it was revealed that the knowledge of 
the traditional and indigenous people is largely located in the Social Sciences, 
Arts and Humanities fields of study and research. We believe that this broad 
subject area within which the knowledge of the indigenous and traditional com-
munities is located may be the major contributor to the definitions and theories 
associated with the different labels as shown in Tables 2 and 4. We conclude that 
IK and its associated labels such as IKS, LK and TK which featured prominently 
in the literature are Social Science, Arts and Humanities-based labels. The 
expectation of the authors to the effect that the labels could also yield a substan-
tive number of publications in the broad subject fields of medicine and pharmacy 
was proved wrong. However, we recommend that further studies involving differ-
ent databases be conducted to ascertain whether or not the pattern witnessed in 
this study is correct. 
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In terms of citations, there was a mixture of results. Whereas some labels per-
formed well in terms of the total number of citations, they performed poorly when 
it came to the average number of citations per paper and/or the h-index. Never-
theless, the citation analysis confirmed that the most cited label was LK followed 
by IK and TK. The same pattern was witnessed in the analysis of the most com-
mon single title words, namely knowledge, indigenous, traditional and local 
thereby re-confirming the finding that LK, IK and TK are synonymously used, with 
IK being the most preferred. Figure 2 is even more candid about the interchange-
able usage of the three labels wherein knowledge, indigenous, traditional and 
local constituted the first group of terms with strong ties. 
In conclusion, we note that the way that we use the labels for the knowledge of 
traditional and indigenous people implies certain assumptions that may expand or 
limit our understanding of the concept. Some terms represent a partial way of 
explaining the knowledge of traditional and indigenous people. The labels have 
their strengths and weaknesses. The differences in the conceptualization of the 
knowledge of traditional and indigenous communities seem to be epistemologi-
cally driven. Throughout the analysis and presentation of data in this study, it is 
evident that most of the sources that use the IK label also use TK and LK at the 
same time. Reservedly, we conclude the most common and therefore best 
concept that seems to best capture that knowledge is indigenous knowledge. 
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